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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-56 remained pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-56, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dykstra et al 
(Hereinafter Dykstra U.S Patent No: 6, 029, 149) in view Freeman et al (Hereinafter Ramsey U.S 
Patent 6, 249, 775. 

As per claims 1-14, Dykstra discloses an automated loan risk assessment 
system, comprising: means for receiving information about a loan; and 
means for the loan based on a plurality of risk factors including at least two of a fraud 
risk factor, an underwriting risk factor and a property valuation risk factor, whereby the 
risk score can be used by a loan service provider in deciding whether or not to fund or 
insure the loan. (Note abstract and see column 3 lines 32-67 and column 4-7 lines 1-67). 

Dykstra fail to explicitly teach calculating a risk score for the loan. 
Freeman discloses loan unit or instrument represents to the financial institution an 
opportunity to earn a profit on the differential between its cost of money and the amount 
of interest earned from the borrower. Another profit component is realizable from the 
servicing element of each loan entity. That is, a finite budget for labor and equipment 
use must be allocated when the loan is issued to service each loan over its life time. 
The banking trade has traditionally derived substantial revenues from the servicing of 
loan portfolios, to the extent that they were able to service loans at a cost below the 
originally calculated service allocation. Consequently, banks and other financial 
institutions sometimes trade loan "servicing" contracts. These contracts are routinely 
purchased and sold in large units since they represent income opportunities. For 
example, a bank which lacks a servicing department might contract with another bank to 
service its loans at a set, per loan pricing arrangement. The bank that purchases the 
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contract does so with the expectation of earning a profit on the project. If it develops 
later that a particular loan portfolio experiences a large rate of defaults, the extra 
servicing needed to collect funds on the loans might render the particular servicing 
contract unprofitable. In such a situation, the service organization might attempt to resell 
the service contract to another service organization which might be interested in it, for 
example, at an increased service rate.(see column 13 lines 65-67 and column 14 lines 
1-67 and column 20 lines 1-15). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include calculating a risk 
score for the loan taught by Freeman in order to provide a system the ability of financial 
institutions managers to choose witch mortgage and other debt instrument application to 
underwrite. 

As per claims 1 5-28, Dykstra discloses an automated loan risk assessment system, 
comprising: 

a mechanism adapted to receive information about a loan; and 

a mechanism adapted to based on a plurality of risk factors including at least two of a 

fraud risk factor, an underwriting risk factor and a property valuation risk factor, whereby 

the risk score can be used by a loan service provider in deciding whether or not to fund 

or insure the loan. (Note abstract and see column 3 lines 32-67 and column 4-7 lines 1- 

67). 

However Dykstra fail to explicitly teach calculating a risk score for the loan. 
Freeman discloses loan unit or instrument represents to the financial institution an 
opportunity to earn a profit on the differential between its cost of money and the amount 
of interest earned from the borrower. Another profit component is realizable from the 
servicing element of each loan entity. That is, a finite budget for labor and equipment 
use must be allocated when the loan is issued to service each loan over its life time. 
The banking trade has traditionally derived substantial revenues from the servicing of 
loan portfolios, to the extent that they were able to service loans at a cost below the 
originally calculated service allocation. Consequently, banks and other financial 
institutions sometimes trade loan "servicing" contracts. These contracts are routinely 
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purchased and sold in large units since they represent income opportunities. For 
example, a bank which lacks a servicing department might contract with another bank to 
service its loans at a set, per loan pricing arrangement. The bank that purchases the 
contract does so with the expectation of earning a profit on the project. If it develops 
later that a particular loan portfolio experiences a large rate of defaults, the extra 
servicing needed to collect funds on the loans might render the particular servicing 
contract unprofitable. In such a situation, the service organization might attempt to resell 
the service contract to another service organization which might be interested in it, for 
example, at an increased service rate.(see column 13 lines 65-67 and column 14 lines 
1-67 and column 20 lines 1-15). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include calculating a risk 
score for the loan taught by Freeman in order to provide a system the ability of financial 
institutions managers to choose witch mortgage and other debt instrument application to 
underwrite. 

As per claims 29-42, Dykstra discloses a computer-readable medium whose 
contents cause a computer system to assess the risk associated with funding or 
insuring a loan by performing the steps of: 
receiving information about a loan; and 
based on a plurality of risk factors including at least 

two of a fraud risk factor, a credit risk factor and a property valuation risk factor. (Note 
abstract and see column 3 lines 32-67 and column 4-7 lines 1-67). 
Dykstra fail to explicitly teach calculating a risk score for the loan. 
Freeman discloses loan unit or instrument represents to the financial institution an 
opportunity to earn a profit on the differential between its cost of money and the amount 
of interest earned from the borrower. Another profit component is realizable from the 
servicing element of each loan entity. That is, a finite budget for labor and equipment 
use must be allocated when the loan is issued to service each loan over its life time. 
The banking trade has traditionally derived substantial revenues from the servicing of 
loan portfolios, to the extent that they were able to service loans at a cost below the 
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originally calculated service allocation. Consequently, banks and other financial 
institutions sometimes trade loan "servicing" contracts. These contracts are routinely 
purchased and sold in large units since they represent income opportunities. For 
example, a bank which lacks a servicing department might contract with another bank to 
service its loans at a set, per loan pricing arrangement. The bank that purchases the 
contract does so with the expectation of earning a profit on the project. If it develops 
later that a particular loan portfolio experiences a large rate of defaults, the extra 
servicing needed to collect funds on the loans might render the particular servicing 
contract unprofitable. In such a situation, the service organization might attempt to resell 
the service contract to another service organization which might be interested in it, for 
example, at an increased service rate. (see column 13 lines 65-67 and column 14 lines 
1-67 and column 20 lines 1-15). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include calculating a risk 
score for the loan taught by Freeman in order to provide a system the ability of financial 
institutions managers to choose witch mortgage and other debt instrument application to 
underwrite. 

As per claims 43-56, Dykstra discloses a computer-implemented method of 
assessing the risk associated with the funding or insuring of a loan, comprising: 
receiving information about a loan; and 

based on a plurality of risk factors including at least two of a fraud risk factor, an 

underwriting risk factor and a property valuation risk factor. (Note abstract and see 

column 3 lines 32-67 and column 4-7 lines 1-67). 

Dykstra fail to explicitly teach calculating a risk score for the loan. 

Freeman discloses loan unit or instrument represents to the financial institution an 

opportunity to earn a profit on the differential between its cost of money and the amount 

of interest earned from the borrower. Another profit component is realizable from the 

servicing element of each loan entity. That is, a finite budget for labor and equipment 

use must be allocated when the loan is issued to service each loan over its life time. 

The banking trade has traditionally derived substantial revenues from the servicing of 
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loan portfolios, to the extent that they were able to service loans at a cost below the 
originally calculated service allocation. Consequently, banks and other financial 
institutions sometimes trade loan "servicing" contracts. These contracts are routinely 
purchased and sold in large units since they represent income opportunities. For 
example, a bank which lacks a servicing department might contract with another bank to 
service its loans at a set, per loan pricing arrangement. The bank that purchases the 
contract does so with the expectation of earning a profit on the project. If it develops 
later that a particular loan portfolio experiences a large rate of defaults, the extra 
servicing needed to collect funds on the loans might render the particular servicing 
contract unprofitable. In such a situation, the service organization might attempt to resell 
the service contract to another service organization which might be interested in it, for 
example, at an increased service rate.(see column 13 lines 65-67 and column 14 lines 
1-67 and column 20 lines 1-15). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include calculating a risk 
score for the loan taught by Freeman in order to provide a system the ability of financial 
institutions managers to choose witch mortgage and other debt instrument application to 
underwrite. 
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Conclusion 
RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/27/2007 has been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive for the following reasons. 

5. In response to Applicant's arguments that Dykstra and Freeman fail to teach or 
suggest" calculating a risk score for a loan based on a fraud risk factor, an underwriting 
risk factor, and a property valuation risk factor", the Examiner disagrees with Applicant's 
because the limitations were addressed as stated. 

Freeman discloses The hatched vertical bars 74 represent the forecasted mean bad 
rates (exante) for the same group of loans over the next two years. The value for the 
1996 vintage is somewhere around 7% indicating an expected delinquency rate of 7% 
even though the past two-year performance had an actual bad rate of only about 2.5%. 
The curve represents the expected bad rate curve that is obtained by modifying the 
forecasted bad rates by the risk ratio on nearby vintages, and this shall be explained 
more fully later on.(SEE COLUMN 14 LINES 39-67 AND COLUMN 15 LINES 1-65 AND 
column 13 lines 65-67 and column 14 lines 1-67 and column 20 lines 1-15). 
It is obviously clear that Applicant's claimed limitations were addressed within the 
teachings Dykstra and Freeman. 

Further it would have been obvious that calculating a risk score for a loan based on a 
fraud risk factor, an underwriting risk factor, and a property valuation risk factor are 
commonly known. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clement B Graham whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6795. The examiner can normally be reached on 7am to 5pm. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kambiz Abdi can be reached on 571-272-6702. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-305-0040 for 
regular communications and 703-305-0040 for After Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



CG 

Feb 16, 2008 




UNTZY POINVIL 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



